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this injustice, by adding to neutralization a proviso in
favour of self-defence, would give rise to more serious
complications than it would prevent. There remains the
plan of dispensing with a formal neutralization, and
inducing the powers to declare by an International Act
that they will never exercise their belligerent rights in
the Suez Canal, if any of them should be at war with
Turkey or Egypt1. This is open to the objection that it
amounts to neutralization with the most important part
left out. An international guarantee of neutrality pro-
vides a sanction, if one power infringes it, in the obliga-
tion of the others to interfere against the offender. But
a mere agreement to refrain from acts of warfare on a.
given spot has no force at its back to compel respect. I
do not say that it would necessarily be broken ; but I do
say that the powers who were parties to it would lack
an incentive to good faith which would exist in the case
of a treaty of guarantee.

In fact the attempt to neutralize the canal, while it
"remains within the territory of a state which is not
neutralized, is a hopeless task. The neutral character
sought to be imposed on the water-way must necessarily
clash with the belligerent character which the territorial
Sovereign is free to assume. No human ingenuity can
reconcile the two. If, therefore, the canal is to be in the
future a great highway for the commerce of the world,
always open to ships of all kinds, yet never exposed to
the risk of danger from hostilities, it seems to me that
the territory through which it passes must be erected
into a neutral state under a European guarantee. So
obvious are the advantages of such a course, and so

1 The Freedom of the Navigation of the Suez Canal by Sir Travers Twiss
in the Law Magazine and Review^ Feb. 1883.